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Program Authority: 20 USC I 138-l l38d;
Public Law lO5-277,112 Stat. 2681, 2681-

(Catalogue of Federal Domestic Asslstance
Number 84.1l6X, Oflice of Postsecondary
Education, Fund for the Improvement of
Postsecondary Education and the Safe and
Drug-Free Schools and Cornmunities-
Alcohol and Other Drug Prevention Models
on College Campuses Grant Comp€tltion)

Dated: June 23, 1999.

Judith Johnson,
Acting Asslstant Seoetary, Office of
Elementary and Secondary Educatlon.
Claudio R. Prieto,
Actjrrg Assistanl Secretary, Office of
Posts econd a ry Educatio n.

IFR Doc. 99-16408 Ftled 6-25-99; 8:45 aml
AILUNG COOE ,1000-41-P

DEPAHTMENT OF ENERGY

Notice of lntent To Prepare an
Environmental lmpact Statement for
the Proposed Clean Power From
lntegrated CoaUOre Reduction
(CPICOR) Prolecr

AGENCY: U.S. Department of Enerry.
acTloN: Notice of intent to prepare an
Environmental ImDact Staternent.

SUMMARY: The u.S. Department of
Energy (DOE) announces its intent to
prepare an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) pursuant to the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of
1969, as amended (42 U.S.C. 4321, et
seq.), the Council on Envirounental
Qualiry (CEQ) NEPA regulations (40
CFR Parts 1500-1508), and the DOE
NEPA regulations (10 CFR Part 1021), to
assess the potential environmental and
human health impace of a proposed
project under the Clean Coal
Technolory Program that would
integrate the production of molten iron
for steelmaking with the production of
electricity. The Clean Power from
Integrated Coal/Ore Reduction (CPICOR)

project, proposed to be located within
the Ceneva Steel Company's existing
plant at Vineyard, Utah, would
demonstrate the integration of the High

Inrensity Smelting (HIsrnelt@)
ironmaking process with technolory to
generate electricity uslng steam heated
by combustion gas from the Hlsmelto
process. The EIS wlll help DOE decide
whether to provide l57o of the funding
for the $l billion proposed proJect.

The purpose of this Notice of Intent
is to inform the public about the
proposed action; present the schedule
for the action; announce the pians for a
public scoping meeting: invite public
participation in (and explaln) the
scoping process that DOE will follow to
comply with the requirements of NEPA:
and solicit public comments for
consideration in establishtng th€
proposed scope and content of the EIS.
The EIS wlll evaluate the potential
impacts of the proposed project and
reasornble alternatives.

DATES: To ensure that the full range of
issues related to this proposal ls
addressed, DOE invites comments on
the proposed scope and content of the
EIS from all interested parties. All
comments must be received by August
16. 1999, to €nsure consideration. Late
commenb will be considered to the
extent practicable. In addition to
receiving comments in writing and by
telephone, DOE will conduct a public
scoping meeting ilr which agencies,
organizaUons, and the general public are
invited to present oral coftments or
suggestions with regard to the range of
actions, altematives, and tnpacts to be
considered in the EIS. The scoping
meeting wlll be held at the Council
Chambers of the Provo Clty Center, 351
W. Center Street, Provo, Utah, at 7 p.m.
on Thursday, July 15, 1999. In addition,
DOE will host an informational session
for interested partles from 5 p.m. until
7 p.m. on the day of the meeting at the
Council Chambers. Displays and other
forms of lnformation about the proposed
project and its location will be avallable,
and DOE personnel will be available to
answer questions. The public is lnvited
to this informal session to learn more
about the proposed project.

A0ORESSES: Written comments and
requests to participate in the public
scoping process should be addressed to:
Mr. Joseph Renk, NEPA Document
Manager, U.S. Departrnent of Enerry,
Federal Energr Technology Center, P.O.
Box 10940, Pitsburgh, PA 15236-0940.

Individuals who would like to
provide comments and/or otherwise
participate in the public scoping process
should contact Mr. Renk directly at
telephone 412-892-6249: fzx 412-892-
477 5: e-mail renk@fetc.doe.gov; or by
recorded message at toll-free number l-
800-276-9851.

FOR FURTHER INFOFMATTON CONTACT: TO

obtain additional information about this
project or to receive a copy of the draft
EIS when it ls lssued, contact Mr.
Joseph Renk at the address provided
above. For general information on the
DOE NEPA process, please contacc Ms.
Carol M. Borgstrom, Director, Office of .

NEPA Policy and Assistance (EH-42),
U.S. Department of Enerry, 1000
Indeoendence Avenue, S.W.,
Waslrington, D.C. 20585-0 I 19, 202-
586-4600; or leave a message at l-800-
472-2756.
SUPPLEMENTABY INFORMATION:

Background and Need for Agency
Action

Under Public Law 102-154, the U.S.
Congress provided authorization and
funds to DOE for conducting cost-shared
Clean Coal Technolory (CCT) Program
projects for the desigr, construction,
and oDeratlon of facilities that "* * t
shall idvance significantly the
efficiencv and environmental
performince of coal-using technologies
and be applicable to elther new or
existing facilities * * t" Undera
solicitation in 1992 pursuant to this law
(Round V of the CCT Program) and a
subsequent appropriation (Public Law
101-512), DOE selected for further
consideration for cost-shared funding a
proposal from the CPICOR Management
Company for design, construction, and
operation of a process to integrate
production of molten iron for
steelmaking with production of
electriciw for utilitv distribution.

The de-monstrati6n of the CPICOR
project under the CCT Program would
fullill an existing programmatic need.
Although substantial dePosits of coal
exist as a resource sultable for and
capable of resolvlng critlcal enerry
issues. there are a number of obstaclt:
that oresent barriers to its increased use.
These impediments include: (l)
Concems about environmental issues,
such as acid deposition. global climate
change, polyryclic aromatic
hydrocarbon emissions, and solid waste;
(2) commercial demonstration of
acceptable coal use technologies; and (3)

technical and economic performance of
the technologies. Thus, since the early
1970's, DOE and iLs Predecessor
agencies have pursued research and
development Programs that have
included long-term, high-risk activities
to support the development of a wide
variety of innovative coal technologies
through the proof-o[-concept stage.

Hoiever, 
-the availabilitY of a

technolory at the proof-of-concept stage
is not sufficient to ensure its continued
development and subsequent
commdrcialization.Befoie""y 0 0 0 6
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technology can be seriously considered
for commercialization, it musr De

demonstrated. The financial risk
associated with technolory
demonstration is, in general, too high
for the private sector to assume without
strong incentives or legal requirements.
The CCT Program was established by
Congress and endorsed by the private
sector as a way to accelerate the
development of lnnovative technologies
to meet the nation's near-term ener$/
and environmental goals, to reduce the
business community's investment risk
to an acceptable level, and to provide
incentives for the private sector to
pursue innovative research and
development directed at providing
solutions to long-range enerry supply
problems.

Proposed Action
The proposed action is for DOE to

provide, through a cooperative
agreement with the CPICOR
Management Company, cost-shared
linancial assistance for the design,
construction, and operation of the
proposed project as described below.
The project would cost approximately
$t billion; DOE's share would be nearlv
$150 million (157o). The proposed
pmject would be located at the existing
Geneva Steel Company facilities in
Vineyard, Utah.

The CPICOR proJect would
demonstrate the integration of the
Hlsmelt o ironmaking process wlth
technology for power generation. The
Hlsmelt o pmcess produces molten iron
directly from iron ore and coal in a
single integrated operation wlthout any
intermediate steps. In contrast,
conventional ironmaking tedrnolory
practiced today requires two separate
processes: (1) Initial production of coke
from coal in sequential coal charging,
coking (heating coal ln the absence of
air to drive off volatile organic
compounds), and coke removal and
quenching operations, which result ln
emissions of partlculate matter and
hazardous air pollutants (e.g., polycyclic
aromatic hydrocarbons); and (2)
subsequent use of the produced coke as
both a heat source and a reducing agent
in a blast fumace with iron ore and
limestone to reduce the iron ore to
molten iron.

The CPICOR project would produce
3,300 tons per day of molten iron and
up to 160 megawarts of electicity
MWe). To produce molten iron, iron
ore, coal, and oxygen-enriched hot air
would be injected into a closed
Hlsmelt o molten-bath reactor, which
would minimize hazardous air pollutant
emissions. The metal bath is the
primary reaction medium in which

carbon from the coal would reduce lron
ore to lron. Molten iron that collecs in
the bottom of the bath would be
continuously tapped from the vessel to
malntain a constant level of lron lnside
the vessel. Slag, would be tapped
periodically and used to coat and
control the internal cooling system and
reduce heat loss.

Based on equivalent production of
iron, the Hlsmelto technolory is
capable of reduclng sulfur dioxide
emissions by over 857o, oxides of
nitrogen by 3570, and particulate matter
by over 857o, when compared to
conventional ironmaking technolory.
Desulfurization would occur through
reaction ofsulfur in the reducing gas
with limestone/dolomlte additives. The
reducing atmosphere ln the Hlsmelt@
process would minimize the formation
of oxides of nltrogen. Another
environmental benefit of the Hlsmelt o
process ls its ability to process lron
oxide wastes (called reverts) produced
from conventional iron and steel
production. The Geneva Steel site, as
well as many other U.S. ironmaking
sites, currently houses large inventorles
of reverts.

In addition to the Hlsmelto unit. the
plant would include such new facilities
as: an air separatlon unit to provide
approximately 1,000 tons of orygen per
day: a boiler to generate steam; a stean
turbine generator to produce electricity;
a wet scrubber gas cleaning system to
remove partictrlate matter: and all
necessary auxlltary systerns. Gas
produced ln the Hlsmelto unit would
be combusted ln the boiler to Droduce:
(1) 5,500 tons per day of steani for ln-
plant use by Geneva Steel and (2)
additional steam reouired to drive a
160-MWe steam tur6kre. About 140
MWe would be used for intema.l orocess
needs at the Geneva Steel faciliti6s and
the remaining 20 MWe would be
avallable for export to the extsting
power grid. Followlng a successful
demonsration of the CPICOR project, it
is anticipated that the existing coke
ovens at the Geneva Steel site would not
be replaced as they reach the end of
thelr useful life.

The CPICOR project would occupy
approximately l7 acres of previously
disturbed land at the Geneva Steel site,
and an additional 8 acres of previously
disturbed land would be used during
constructlon for laydown, fabricatioi,
and storage areas- Most constructlon
would be related to the Hlsmelt o unit,
the air separation unit, and the power
plant unit. Extension of conveyors to
transport coal and other feedstocks to
the Hlsmelt o unit would be reouired.
along with a new raw material itorage
facility. Control rooms for the Hlsmelro,

air separation, and power plant units
would be required. Wherever possible,
existing facillties and infrastructure
located at the Geneva Steel site would
be used for the CPICOR proJect. These
lnclude railway lines/spurs, coal rotary
dumpsters, conveyors, day bins, slag
handling facilities, and water
distribution and wastewater treatment
sYsrems.- 

Project activities would include
engineering and design, permitting,
procurement, construction, start-up, and
demonstratlon. Assumi-ng timely
delivery frorn the CPICOR project team
of the environmental information
necessary for developing the EIS, DOE
anticipates a lS-month schedule (from
date of publication of this Notlce of
lntent) to complete the EIS and issue a
Record of Decision. Upon completing its
NEPA review. if DOE decides to
lmplement the proposed action,
constructlon would commence in the
year 2001 and demonstration would
begin in the year 2003. Verification of
the commercial feasibility of the
technolos/ would be accomplished
through a 3O-month test program,
during which the plant would be
operated on several different types of
coal. to test and demonstrate the
viability of the technolory. Upon
completing the demonstration program
for DOE, the facillty would continue to
operate as pa.t of Geneva Steel's
commercial plant. The faciJity would be
designed for a lifetime of 30 years.

Al ternatives

Seaion 102(2)(C) of NEPA requires
that agencies discuss the reasonable
altematives to the proposed action in an
EIS. The purpose for agenry action
determines the range of reasonable
altematives. Congress established the
CCT Program and directed DOE to
pursue the goals of the legislation by
sollcltlng proposals and partially
fundlng (cost sharing) proJects owned
and controlled by non-Federal
government sponsors. This statutory
requirement places DOE in a much more
limited role than if the Federal
government were the owner and
operator of the project. In the latter
situation, DOE would be responsible for
a comprehensive review of reasonable
alternatlves. However, in dealing with
an applicant, t}le scope of altematives is
necessarily more restricted. It is
appropriate in such cases for DOE to
give substantial weight to the
applicant's needs in establishing a

Droiect's reasonable alternatives.' An overall strategy for compliance
with NEPA was developed for the CCT
Program that includes consideration of
both programmatic and project-sPecifi c
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environmental impacts during and after
the process ofselecting a project. As
part of the NEPA strategr, the EIS for
the proposed CPICOR project will tier
off the Program's linal Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS)
that was issued by DOE in November
1989 (DOE/EIS-0146). Two alternatives
were evaluated in the PEIS: (1) the no-
action alternatlve. which assumed that
the CCT Program was not continued and
that conventional coal-fired
technologies with flue gas
desulfurization and nitrogen oxide
controls to meet New Source
Performance Standards would continue
to be used: and (2) the proposed action,
which assumed that the clean coal
projects would be seiected and funded,
and that successfully demonstrated
technologies would undergo widespread
commercialization by the year 2010.

The range of reasonable altematives to
be corsidered in the EIS for the
proposed CPICOR project is also
narrowed in accordance with the overall
NEPA stratery. The EIS will include an
analysis of the no-action altemative as
a reasonable alternative to the proposed
action of providing cost-shared funding
support for the proposed project. DOE
will corsider other reasonable
altematives that may be suggested
during the public scoping period.

Under the no-action alternative, DOE
would not provide partial funding for
the design, constructlon, and operation
of the CPICOR project. In the absence of
DOE funding, the CPICOR pmject
probably would not be constructed;
therefore, potential environmental
lmpacts or benelits related to its
demonstration would not be realized. In
addition, the project would not
contribute to the general objective of the
CCT Program, which is to make
avallable to the U.S. enerry marketplace
a number of advanced, more eflicient,
economically feasible, and
environmentally acceptable coal
technologies.

lf the CPICOR facility is not built,
o(her reasonable alternatives for
producing coke and molten iron would
need to be adopted by Geneva Steel.
While the option to do nothing (i.e.,
continue to operate the blast furnaces
using coke) is perhaps the most likely,
especially in the near future, it is
undesirable because Geneva Steel's
coke-making capacity is declining,
which would eventually lead to a total
dependence on imported coke for iron
production. Another option would be to
modemize existing blast furnaces to
lessen the requirements for coke and to
install new coke-making facilities with
state-of-the-art pollution controls that
are needed to cornply with the National

Emissiors Standards for Hazardous Air
Pollutants. In the EIS. DOE will
conslder both of these options under the
no-action alternative.

Because of DOE's limited role of
providing cost-shared funding for the
proposed CPICOR project. and because
of the advantages associated wlth the
proposed location, DOE does not plan to
evaluate alternative sltes for the
proposed proJect. The project
participants initially considered
addiiional sites during their site
selectlon process. Site selection was
govemed prirnarily by benefits that
could be realized by the companies
participating in the project. An exlsting
plant site was preferred because the cost
associated with construction of the
project at a "greenfield" site in an
undisturbed area would be much higher
and the environmental impacts likely
would be much greater than at an
existlng facillty. The site selected for the
proJect had to provide the maximum
benefit to the companles by closely
meeting the project's technical needs
and lntegratlng with existing
infrastructure. Because Geneva Steel
Company's only facllity is located at
Vineyard, Utah, no other sites were
considered after Cenewa Steel was
selected as the lronmaking partner for
the project.

The existing Geneva Steel plant has
several advantages because it is an
operating plant wtth land avallable for
installatlon ofnew facilities, and likely
would have less imDact associated with
construction and oferation of the
factlitles. Much of the lnfrastructure
needed for the facillties, including the
electric transmission lines and towers,
is already in place at the Geneva Steel
plant. The molten iron produced by the
proJect can be used in its liquid form at
the steel mill. If not sited at a steel mill
location, pig lron would need to be
produced, which would add a
processlng step and increase costs.
Since pig iron is not a finished product,
it would need to be remelted, thus
decreasing overall enerry effi cienry.

Preliminary Identifi ca(ion of
Environmental Issues

The following lssues have been
tentatively identified for analysis in the
ElS. Thts list is not intended to be all
inclusive or a predetermined set of
potential impacts. but is presented to
facilitate public comment on the scope
of the EIS. Additions to or deletions
from this list may occur as a result of
the scoping process. The issues include:

(l) Atmospheric Resources: potential
air quality and hurnan health impacts
on areas and populations surrounding

the site resulting from emissions during
current and future facility operations;

(2) Water Resources: potential effects
on surface water and Sroundwater
resources consumed and discharged;

(3) Infrastructure and Land Use:
potential consequences to land, utilities,
transDortation routes, and traffic
patteins resulting from the proposed
project, in particular, due to changes in
the amounts of coal and iron ore
required;

(4) Solid Waste: pollution Prevention
and waste management Practices,
including impacts caused by the
generation, treatment, transport, storage,
and disposal of solid wastes;

(5) Construction: impacB associated
with noise, traffic patterns, and
construction-related emissions;

(6) Environmental Justice: potential
for disproportionately high and adverse
impacts on low-income and minority
populations in ttre surrounding
community;

(7) Visual: impacts associated with
new structures associated r,vith the
proposed proJect; and

(8) Curnulative effects: incremental
impacts of the proposed project when
added to other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future actions
(e.g., incremental air emissions affecting
air quality and human health).

Public Scoping Process

To ensure that all issues related to
this proposal are addressed, DOE will
conduct an open process to define the
scope of the EIS. The public scopLng
period will run until August 16, 1999.
lnterested agencies, organizations, and
the general public are encouraged to
submit comments or suggestions
concerning the content of the EIS, issues
and impacts to be addressed ln the EIS,
and the altematives that should be
analyzed. Scoping comments should
clearly describe specific issues or toPics
that the EIS should address in order to
assist DOE in identifying significant
issues.

Written, e-mailed, faxed, or
teleohoned comments should be
communicated by August 16, 1999 (see

ADDRESSES in this Notice).
A public scoping rneeting to be

conducted by DOE will be held in the
Council Chambers of the Provo City
Center, 351 W. Center Street, Provo,
Utah, on Thursday, July 15, 1999, at 7
D.m. ln addition, DOE will hold an
informational session at the same
location from 5 p.m. to 7 p.m. on the
day of the meeting. Displays and other
materials and DOE personnel will be
available to provide information about
the proposed project.
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DOE requests that anyone who wLshes
to speak at this public scoping meettng
contact Mr. Joseph Renk, etther by
phone, fax, computer, or in writing (see
ADoREssEs in this Notice). Individuals
who do not make advance arrangements
to speak may register at the meeting
(preferably at the beginning of the
meeting) and will be given the
opportunity to speak after all previously
scheduled speakers have made their
presentations. Speakers who wish to
make presentations longer than five
minutes should indicate the length of
time desir€d in their request. Depending
on the number of speakers, it may be
necessary to limit speakers to five-
minute presentations initialiy, with the
opportunity for additional presentations
as time pennits. Speakers can also
provlde additional written information
to supplement their presentations. Oral
and written comments will be given
equal consideration.

DOE will begin the meeting with
overviews of the proposed CPICOR
project and the NEPA process. A
presiding officer will be designated by
DOE to chair the meeting. The meeting
will not be conducted as an evidentiary
hearing, and speakers will not be cross-
examined. However, speakers may be
asked to clarify their statements to
ensure that DOE fully understands the
comments or suggestlons. The presiding
officer will establish the order of
speakers and provide any additional
procedures necessary to conduct the
meeung.

Issued in Washington, D.C., this 22nd day
ofJune, 1999.

David Michaels,
Assistant Secretary, EnvlronmenL Stety and
HealtlL

IFR Doc. 99-16355 Filed 6-25-99: 8:45 aml
atLLtNG COOE 6450-at-+

DEPAHTMENT OF ENERGY

Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission

IDocket No. CP99-556-4001

Columbia Gas Transmission
Corporation; Request Under Blanket
Authorizalion

June 22. 1999.

Take notice that on June 14, 1999,
Columbia Gas Transmission Corporation
(Columbia), I 201 Fair Lakes Parkway,
Fairfax, Virginia 22030-1046, filed in
Docket No. CP99-556-000 a request
pursuant to Sections 157.205, and
157 .216. of the Commission's
Regulations under the Natural Gas Act
(18 CFR 157.2O5. 157.216) for

authorization to abandon certain natural
gas facilities consisting of 1,772 points
of delivery to Columbla Gas of Ohio,
Inc. (COH) under Columbia's blanket
certificate lssued in Docket No. CP83-
76-000 pursuant to Sectlon 7 of the
Natural Gas Act, all as more fully set
forth in the request that is on file with
the Commission and open to public
inspection. This flllng may be viewed
on the web at http://www.ferc.fed.us/
online/rims.htm (please call (202) 208-
0400 for assistance).

The polnts of delivery to be
abandoned are located on non-
jurisdlctional ptpeline in northem Ohio
that are being sold to Gatherco, Inc
(Gatherco). Colurnbia states that
Gatherco has agreed to continue
providing the service supplied to these
points of delivery. Columbia does not
propose a reduction or termination of
service as a result of the abandonment-
COH wiil instead shift these volumes to
other delivery points.

Any questions regarding the
application should be directed to
Fredric George at (304) 357-2359 or
Larry Willeke ar (2021 216-9764,
Columbia Gas Transmission
Corporation, 12801 Fair Lakes Parkway,
Fairfax, Virginla 22030-1046.

Any person or the Commission's staff
may, withtn 45 days after issuance of
the lnstant notice by the Commission,
file pursuant to Rule 214 of the
Commission's Procedural Rules (18 CFR
385.214) a motion to intervene or notice
of interventlon and pursuant to Section
157.205 of the Regulations under the
Natural Gas Act (18 CFR I57.205) a
protest to the request. lf no protest is
filed within the tirne allowed therefor,
the proposed actil"ity shall be deemed to
be authorized effective the day after the
time allowed for filing a protest. If a
protest is filed and not withdrawn
wtthln 30 days after the time allowed
for filing a protest, the instant request
shall be treated as an application for
authorization pursuant to Section 7 of
the Natural Gas Act.
David P. Boergers,

Secretary.

[FR Doc. 99-16341 Filed 6-25-99:8:45 am]

slLLrNG CODE 6717-0l-M

DEPARTMENT OF ENEFGY

Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission

lOocket No. R P99-337-O001

Discovery Gas Transmission LLC;
Tariff Filing

June 22, 1999.

Take notice that on June 17, 1999,
Discovery Gas Transmission LLC,

@iscovery), tendered for filing as part of
its FERC Gas Tariff, Original Volume
No. I , Second Revised Sheet No. I 31,
and Third Revised Sheet No. 196. to
become effective August l, 1999.

Discovery states that the purpose of
this filing is to comply with the
Commission's order issued April 2,

1999, in Docket No. RM96-1-011.
Discovery states that the instant filing

reflects changes to the General Terms
and Condltions of its Tariff required to
lmplement standards issued by the Cas
Industry Standards Board (GISB) and
adopted by the Comrnission in Order
No. 587-K issued April 2, 1999, in
Docket No. RM 96-1-01 1. This filing
implements changes required by
Commission Regulations Section
284.10(b)(1) (i through v), relating to
electronic communicati.on with
interstate natural gas pipelines
promulgated July 31, 1998, by GISB.

Discovery states that copies of this
filing are being mailed to its customers,
state commissions and other interested
parties.

Any person desiring to be heard or to
protest said filing should lile a motion
to intervene or a protest with the
Federal Enerry Regulatory Commission,
888 First Street, NE, Washington, DC
20426. ln accordance with Sections
385.214 or 385.211 of the Commission's
Rules and Regulations. All such motions
or protests rnust be filed in accordance
with Section 154.210 of the
Commission's Regulations. Protests will
be considered by the Commission in
determining the appropriate action to be

taken, but will not serve to make
protestants parties to the proceedings.
Any person wisbing to become a Party
must file a motion to intervene. Copies
of this filing are on file with the
Commission and are available for pubiic
inspection in the Public Reference
Room. This filing may be viewed on the
web at http://www.ferc.fed. us/online/
rims.htm (call 202-208-2222 for
assistance).
David P. Boergers,
Secretary.

IFR Doc. 99-16351 Filed 6-25-99; 8:45 aml
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